This paper evaluates the tactical asset allocation capabilities, strategies and behaviour of Australian investment managers who invest assets across multiple asset classes. Specifically, we analyse the behaviour of balanced, growth and capital stable fund managers with regard to their asset allocation activity across defensive (cash, domestic bonds, overseas bonds) and growth (domestic equities, international equities, property) asset classes, over the period 1990 to 2001. Overall, our evidence suggests that active managers have been unable to deliver investors with superior returns through tactical asset allocation. While the most successful asset class, domestic equities, has been value enhancing, international shares and domestic fixed interest have generally detracted value. Finally, across all asset classes examined, our findings suggest that asset allocation into domestic equities is the most influenced by public economic information variables, with short-term interest rates, the term structure and dividend yield all having a significant explanatory role. 
Introduction
The asset allocation decision is the most fundamental issue facing portfolio managers who invest across multiple asset classes. It has been demonstrated in a number of studies that the mix of assets between equities, bonds, property and cash is a critical factor affecting the performance of diversified funds. Indeed, Brinson, Hood and Beebower (1986) , Brinson, Singer and Beebower (1991) , Bogle (1994) and Blake, Lehmann and Timmerman (1999) all find that asset allocation policy decisions explain more than 90 percent of the variation in pension fund returns. While the asset allocation decision is clearly important for multiple sector portfolios, the literature is surprisingly sparse in terms of understanding the process by which active investment managers allocate assets across the spectrum of securities and analyzing their ability to fine-tune the portfolio's asset allocation from a fund's strategic benchmark position in an attempt to capture active returns. Brinson et al. (1986) and Brinson et al. (1991) represents the first papers to address the topic in the US, and Blake et al. (1999) provide an important contribution to the literature with respect to the performance of UK pension funds invested across multiple asset classes. However, in Australia the literature is largely absent. While Sinclair (1990) evaluated market timing and stock selection for Australian pooled superannuation funds invested in multiple asset-classes (using an equity market proxy as the market portfolio), his sample was very small and he did not address the question of their tactical asset allocation capabilities. Recently, Gallagher (2001) evaluated the performance of Australian pooled superannuation funds with respect to the contribution of stock selection and market timing to total portfolio returns where a manager's portfolio allocations were used to decompose the source of portfolio performance. Overall, Gallagher's (2001) performance attribution results indicated that active managers were unable to earn superior returns through either stock selection or market timing on a before expenses basis at the total portfolio level, as well as across the three largest asset classes. Using an expanded sample over a longer time frame of 135-months, the current study provides the most comprehensive analysis (to date) of asset allocation in the Australian funds management performance evaluation literature.
To permit appropriate assessment of performance, investment managers offering managed funds with exposure to a number of different asset classes must first define their strategic or long-term passive benchmark weights in each asset sector. This entails identifying strategic benchmarks across both 'growth' assets (equities and property securities) and 'defensive' assets (bonds and cash). An investment manager's strategic benchmark is derived with reference to the collective set of risk and return assumptions across multiple asset classes, and is ultimately designed to provide investors with diversified portfolios that achieve the highest expected return per unit of risk over time. Typically, the diversified portfolio's strategic benchmark allocation to each of the asset classes is determined using quantitative models (i.e. asset-liability modeling) that incorporate historical (ex-post) asset class returns data to determine the behaviour of asset class returns (correlations) and predict the likely returns and behaviour of asset class returns and risks into the future (ex-ante). Once the investment manager's strategic asset allocation has been determined, active managers may attempt to earn additional return above the fund's stated investment policy by altering the fund's asset class exposures over time. These deviations from the fund's long-term strategic portfolio weights represent the fund's dynamic (tactical) asset allocation strategy. Tactical asset allocation is described by Arnott and Fabozzi (1988, p. 4 
) as:
"…active strategies which seek to enhance performance by opportunistically shifting the asset mix of a portfolio in response to changing patterns of reward available in capital markets. Notably, tactical asset allocation tends to refer to disciplined processes for evaluating prospective rates of return on various asset classes and establishing an asset allocation response intended to capture higher rewards."
The primary motivation for our paper is to provide unique coverage of tactical asset allocation in an Australian setting, where little is known about how dynamic asset allocation is implemented and the magnitude of value-added/detracted relative to strategic benchmarks. The literature is relatively scarce in the attention provided to the dynamic asset allocation decisions made by portfolio managers, and such evidence is largely non-existent in Australia. It is important to stress that this research void exists due to limited access by researchers to the long-term data necessary for such a study. Indeed, the body of literature dedicated to the performance evaluation of multiple asset class portfolios represents a very small proportion of all studies, where performance is principally examined in sector specific asset classes, namely equities.
Our ability to gain authorized access to such data from a proprietary source not only makes our work powerfully unique and invaluable in a domestic setting, but it presents a worthy extension, triangulation and enhancement to a very exclusive literature on the global stage.
Moreover, a unique feature of our study that warrants particular emphasis is the superiority (relative to Blake et al., 1999) of the strategic benchmark for 'normal' returns that we employ, since our database provides actual information regarding this strategic benchmark. Such a direct measure of the benchmark weights contrasts the indirect approximations used by Blake et al. (1999) , thereby providing us with a much less noisy framework for assessing the tactical asset allocation performance of our sample. This feature of our study constitutes a major advance in this literature.
In addition, our paper makes the following important contributions to the performance evaluation literature. First, a sample of active Australian investment managers' pooled superannuation funds are evaluated to determine the importance of the asset allocation decision in terms of explaining the variation in fund returns. We examine funds (Balanced and Growth) that have a majority of assets invested in growth assets, as well as Capital Stable funds that predominantly exhibit defensive asset class exposures. Second, the paper extends Gallagher (2001) by using a larger sample of investment managers as well as over a longer time horizon. Third, the paper evaluates the extent to which pooled superannuation funds are able to correctly predict asset class returns through tactically varying the fund's strategic asset allocation. The paper attempts to identify the determinants of an active manager's tactical asset allocation decision and their reliance on public information variables as a means of altering the portfolio's configuration in anticipation of capturing excess returns.
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the data employed. Section 3 outlines the empirical framework and analysis of tactical asset allocation strategies adopted by Australian investment managers and discusses the empirical results. The final section concludes.
Data

Description of Institutional Fund Dataset
This study uses monthly fund and benchmark returns as well as both strategic benchmark and asset allocation data for a sample of 51 institutional Australian growth showing the characteristics of the funds and their performance are presented in Table   1 . 4 The diversified sample comprises funds with both 'Growth' and 'Balanced' 1 Mercer IC does not limit its coverage by manager. The only limitation is that the funds are wholesale, are public funds (i.e. unit trust type vehicles) as well as superannuation products (i.e. for their tax status for the type of investors who access them). 2 Grinblatt and Titman (1992) argue the converse case, namely, that induced performance reversals or non-persistence is more likely (see Hallahan and Faff, 2001 Table 1, the major difference between diversified funds and capital stable funds is that the latter type fund has significantly lower benchmark asset allocation exposures to growth-oriented assets, namely equities and property. This is so because the investment objective of capital stable funds requires the manager to minimise the chance of the fund's assets being eroded by negative returns over time. As we will see shortly, growth asset classes over the period 1989-2000 generally reveal both higher returns and higher volatilities than other asset classes in the period. This translates into growth assets having a higher probability of earning a negative return in the period than is the case for the defensive asset classes. Therefore, capital stable funds generally invest higher proportions of fund assets in cash and fixed income securities.
The Mercer IC MPA database includes monthly fund performance across individual sectors and for the total portfolio. Average asset allocations of each fund and across each month are also recorded, which allows inferences to be made concerning the asset allocation positions of investment managers relative to each fund's unique strategic benchmark. The investment managers provide these strategic benchmark weights for each of their pooled funds to asset consulting firms such as
Mercer IC in order to better understand the investment strategy to be implemented.
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Strategic benchmarks are generally fixed across time and represent a fund's long-term investment objective. They are also publicly available to investors, and provide them with information concerning the relative aggressiveness of the investment strategy.
Over the short-term, managers may implement dynamic asset allocation strategies whereby the manager uses economic and capital markets forecasts as a predictor of future returns. This involves the manager under-or over-weighting a fund's asset allocation relative to their own strategic benchmark in an attempt to enhance portfolio performance via their chosen tactical asset allocation strategy. Table 2 Table 2 is the Cash allocation deviations from benchmark. Mostly, we see over-weighting in cash which in part might reflect a fund flow issue. The literature finds evidence consistent with new money flows 'chasing' past period performance, and when these managers are performing well, new money flows will tend to be attracted to the fund.
Over the latter part of our sample period (post mid 1990s), fund managers experienced very high absolute returns, particularly sourced from domestic and international equities asset classes. However, the late 1990s also exhibited significant liquidity entering the investment industry, and primarily sourced from superannuation contributions. In addition to liquidity reasons, the overweight positions to Cash might also be explained by managers acting defensively given the long bull run in equity securities, climaxing in the Technology boom of 2000.
Historical Asset Class Returns, Risks and Correlations
The evaluation of performance of investment managers investing across multiple asset classes first requires the identification of appropriate market proxies that represent a passive, market-capitalisation-weighted investment in a universe of securities. In theory there are numerous asset classes that may exist, however in investment markets, asset classes are typically defined in broad terms on the basis that the securities comprising the asset class have some degree of commonality in terms of their characteristics. In the Australian investment markets, the six largest and easily identifiable asset classes are Australian equities, International equities, Australian Bonds, International Bonds, Property and Cash. The market indices used as proxies for each of the asset classes are outlined in Table 3 and represent passive investment strategies across each asset sector.
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Asset classes may be dichotomised into two broad categories -growth assets or defensive assets. Growth assets include equity and property investments, whereby returns derived from such investments comprise income and changes in capital value.
Defensive assets on the other hand are defined as income returns from investments in bonds and liquid securities. Defensive asset classes exhibit a degree of stability in the underlying value of an investor's initial investment. That is, highly liquid money market securities and bonds derive interest income from the underlying capital value, wherein the capital value remains stable. In the case of bonds held to maturity, the principal component or initial investment is redeemable at maturity. Debt instruments provide the investor with a legal claim to repayment of the principal value at a future date. In addition, growth and defensive asset classes may be generally distinguished in terms of their historical returns, ex-post volatility and the level of asset class correlation existing between sectors. To this end, Table 4 presents the returns (income plus capital changes), volatilities and correlations between asset classes using data provided by Mercer Investment Consulting. The asset class proxies used rely on the standard industry benchmarks widely referenced in the Australian investment management industry and are defined as per Table 3 . While future returns and future volatility of asset classes are unknown, historical data provides investors with some degree of insight into the level of returns derived and the risks associated with each of the asset classes. Table 4 shows that across all asset class sectors, international equities recorded both the highest return and standard deviation in the 13-year period. As expected, the growth asset classes exhibit higher standard deviations (or risk) than is the case for 7 These market proxies are the most commonly used/cited indexes in the Australian investment defensive asset classes. An important point also needs to be identified in relation to direct property. Direct property valuations do not occur as frequently as other asset classes. That is, other asset classes are more easily priced given their relative liquidity benefits. In many cases, direct property requires valuers to estimate prices. Given the 'staleness' of direct property as an asset class, standard deviation measures should be expected to be understated -where a closer approximation would be to the risk/return attributes of listed property.
industry during the period evaluated.
Evaluating Performance and Tactical Asset Allocation
Sources of Change in Aggregate Portfolio Weights
While Tables 1 and 2 provide an interesting picture regarding some possible trends in asset allocation dynamics across our sample, they do not allow us to deduce to what extent this reflects ex-ante manager decisions (i.e. changes in the strategic asset allocation) versus ex-post rewards (i.e. due to successful market timing). In this context, as a preliminary step in their analysis, Blake et al. (1999) develop a procedure to decompose these sources of change in aggregate portfolio weights.
Accordingly, we also apply their decomposition technique to our sample as follows.
Two forms of decomposition are examined. First, the mean change in portfolio weights are decomposed according to Blake et al. (1999) 's equation (4):
where: ω jt is the total portfolio holding in asset class j at the end of month t; r jt is the rate of return on fund holdings of asset class j; r pt is the rate of return on the total portfolio at time t; NCF jt is the rate of net cash flow into asset class j in month t; and NCF pt is the value-weighted net cash flow into the total fund portfolio in month t.
Equation (1) states that the mean change in portfolio weights are disentangled into: (a) a passive strategy, i.e. that part due to differential returns across asset classes (r jt -r pt ) and (b) an active strategy, i.e. that part due to net cash flow differentials across asset classes by rebalancing the portfolio (NCF jt -NCF pt ).
In the second form of the decomposition, the variance of changes in portfolio weights are decomposed according to Blake et al. (1999) 's equation (5):
As such, this decomposition states that the short-term variation in aggregate asset allocations can be disentangled into: (a) variations in return differentials across asset classes; (b) variations in net cash flow differentials across asset classes; and (c) the covariance between differential returns and net cash flow differentials across asset classes.
8 See Blake et al. (1999) for a derivation of this equation.
The results for this analysis are reported in Balanced funds. Third, the 5.6% decline in average asset allocation to AFI is totally due to net sales (similar to the counterpart case for Growth and Balanced funds). Finally in the context of Table 5 , consider Capital Stable funds and the decomposition of the variance of changes in portfolio weight (Panel B.2). Across all asset classes it is seen that return differentials are the dominant force (though slightly less so for Australian Equities). 9 In summary, the full set of findings displayed in Table 5 , are broadly consistent with their counterparts reported in Blake et al. (1999) .
Measuring Tactical Asset Allocation Ability
Tactical asset allocation performance can be assessed using the performance attribution framework proposed by Brinson et al. (1986 and 1991) . Performance attribution measures the effect of the portfolio manager's active investment decisions across asset sectors and their respective contribution to aggregate portfolio performance. Indeed, Brinson et al. (1986) and Blake et al. (1999) document the overwhelming significance of the asset allocation policy in determining the fund's overall performance. The seminal paper by Brinson et al. (1986) proposes an attribution framework allowing a decomposition of the active return (differential return from the benchmark return) derived through security selection and tactical asset allocation management. This approach assumes the fund manager's portfolio management objective is to outperform the fund's strategic benchmark return (or investment policy) without reference to whether the manager predominantly employs a 'top-down' approach in portfolio construction, 'bottom-up' strategy or some combination of both methodologies.
The attribution approach begins with a simple decomposition of the active raw (unadjusted for risk) return of a fund in period t:
where r pt is the portfolio return at time t, r bt is the return on the asset class market proxy or benchmark index, r st is the return attributable to security selection, r at is the tactical asset allocation component and r rt is the interaction effect or residual term.
The residual of active performance is not strictly attributable to either stock selection or asset allocation, and represents the interaction between both sources of active management decision-making. Tactical asset allocation, security selection and interaction components, respectively, over a single time period t can be expressed as: Burnie et al. (1998) also propose a modified equation from (4) that measures tactical asset allocation with respect to the difference in value-added between the individual asset class' benchmark return and the total portfolio's overall benchmark return. In this respect, the Burnie et al. (1998) methodology accounts for timing ability with respect to the fund's overall investment policy and is expressed as:
At the aggregate portfolio level, the summation across asset classes ensures the contribution of tactical asset allocation to total performance is identical for both (4) and (7). Given that this study is concerned with tactical asset allocation, we evaluate the performance of diversified funds and their ability to earn incremental returns above their strategic asset allocation benchmark with respect to equation (4). Brinson et al. (1986) and Blake et al. (1999) , the returns captured by the residual term are attributed to security selection, 10 such that the decomposition of returns can be simply expressed in terms of the funds': (a) investment policy (or strategic benchmark), (b) tactical asset allocation and (c) stock selection.
Consistent with
A unique feature of our study that warrants strong emphasis is the superiority (relative to Blake et al., 1999) of the strategic benchmark for 'normal' returns, i ω , that we employ. Specifically, our study exhibits a major advantage, in that our database provides actual information regarding this strategic benchmark, as supplied by Australian fund managers to Mercer IC. Such a direct measure contrasts the indirect approximations used by Blake et al. (1999) , namely, (a) a 'constant' benchmark based on average ex-post portfolio weights and (b) a 'trended' benchmark in which weights are arbitrarily modeled to linearly increase or decrease over time between initial and terminal weights. As stated by Blake et al. (1999, p. 451 ):
"The choice of normal portfolio weights is more problematic. Genuine performance measures should reflect investors' ex ante information on future asset returns. However, we only observe actual portfolio weights, and these reflect realized returns. So information on ex post returns and portfolio weights will permit only noisy performance measurement. In the absence of any information on the funds' assetliability modeling exercises that might enable us to draw inferences about their associated strategic asset allocations, we were reduced to experimenting with a few simple, empirically plausible models."
As such, our direct measure of the benchmark weights provides a less noisy framework for assessing the tactical asset allocation performance of our sample. This feature of our study constitutes a major advance in this literature.
The results for fund tactical asset allocation ability are presented in Table 6 .
Overall, the evidence suggests that active managers investing across multiple asset classes have been unable to deliver investors with superior returns through tactical asset allocation over the period examined. The most successful asset class across all fund types has been domestic equities (AEQ), with an average monthly TAA return of around 1% and 2% for Capital Stable and Balanced funds, respectively. These averages are statistically different from zero based on a non-parametric sign test (at the 5% level) in both cases, and this significance is also reinforced by the t-test in the case of Balanced funds. Indeed with the latter category, AEQ asset allocation returns are positive in all but 6 of the 45 funds, 17 cases of which are individually significant at the 5% level. In contrast, Table 6 reveals that tactical asset allocation in international shares (IEQ) and domestic fixed interest (AFI) has generally been value detracting. Specifically, in the case of AFI an average monthly TAA return of -2.7%
is observed for the Capital Stable funds and this value is statistically significant according to the parametric t-test (at the 5% level). With regard to the asset class of IEQ, the average monthly TAA return of -1.5% (-2.8%) for the Capital Stable (Balanced) funds is statistically significant for both the parametric and non-parametric tests (at the 5% level). 
Manager's TAA Strategy Given Publicly Available Information
A major goal of this study is to examine the potential determinants of tactical asset allocation decisions by managed funds in Australia. To this end we investigate whether, and to what extent, a set of public information or macroeconomic variables predict shifts in TAA behaviour. The selection of market and macroeconomic indicators is somewhat arbitrary, and to keep the analysis manageable we confine our analysis to a set of three lagged variables that previous return predictability studies have identified -the 1-month treasury bill yield, dividend yield (Zdivy), and the term structure premium (between 10-year Treasury bond yields and the 3-month treasury bill yields) (Zterm). 12 Our data source was the Reserve Bank of Australia's (RBA)
Electronic database. We also employ the dividend yield of the MSCI World (exAustralia) Index for our examination of the determinants of asset allocation dynamics for international equities.
Following Blake et al.'s (1999) (9) 12 See Ferson and Schadt (1996) , Sawicki and Ong (2000) and Flannery and Protopapadakis (2002) . 13 The fixed effects model is consistent with the error structure of the model used by Blake et al (1999) for analyzing UK pension fund behaviour. 14 Observations that were more than two standard deviations away from the mean have been excluded.
Balanced and Growth Fund Manager's TAA Strategy Given Publicly Available Information
In the case of Balanced and Growth Funds, Panel A of Table 7 reports the outcome of estimating this model. Generally, we observe that across the six asset classes, economic variables appear most important in determining the appropriate level of asset allocation for Australian Equities. Specifically, coefficients on Ztnote and Zterm are both significant at the 1% level, and exhibit positive coefficients, suggesting that fund managers increase their asset allocation to Australian shares when the economy is both performing well and is expected to continue to do so (upward sloping yield curve).
Similar to the AEQ case, for Listed Property both Ztnote and Zterm are significant (though at the 5% level this time), and also reveal positive coefficients.
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This suggests that fund managers increase their asset allocation to Listed Property during normal economic conditions, and when the economy is struggling (but expected to perform better in the future) due to an expected 're-rating' (i.e. when the yield curve is upward sloping). The positive coefficient on Ztnote suggests that fund managers also increase their asset allocation to Listed Property when short-term interest rates are higher.
In the case of Overseas Fixed Interest (OFI), the coefficient on Zdivy is positive and significant at the 5% level, while the Zterm coefficient is negative and significant at the 10% level. The positive Zdivy coefficient potentially suggests that fund managers increase their allocation to OFI when the domestic equity market is in decline and dividend yields are increasing (since when equity markets 'correct', companies tend to smooth dividends, inducing a rise in percentage yields). In contrast to OFI, for the Australian Fixed Interest (AFI) sector, the coefficient on Zterm is positive (and significant at the 10% level). This suggests that fund managers increase their domestic fixed interest asset allocation and decrease their overseas fixed interest allocation when (domestic) long-term interest rates are higher.
For International Equities (IEQ) only Zdivy produced a significant, positive coefficient, at the 1% level. This is not surprising, since it potentially suggests that fund managers increase their asset allocation in foreign equities when domestic dividend yields are increasing -a situation likely to coincide with a decline in the domestic share market.
Finally, it is noted that no economic variables were significant in determining fund managers asset allocation to Cash. It is likely that cash has relatively small weights in Balanced and Growth funds, and as a consequence its asset allocation may be determined as a residual from the larger asset classes, thereby explaining the generally lower importance of economic variables. Indeed, cash also has an important role in managing liquidity between the fund and investors.
Capital Stable Fund Manager's TAA Strategy Given Publicly Available Information
Panel B of Table 7 reports the results for the Capital Stable sample of funds. Similar to the case of Balanced and Growth funds, economic variables seem best at explaining asset allocation for Australian Equities. Once again, coefficients on Ztnote (1% level) and Zterm (10% level) are positive and significant for Australian equities, while the Zdivy coefficient is now also significant at the 10% level and shows a negative sign.
This latter result suggests that (unlike their Balanced and Growth fund counterparts)
there is weak a tendency for Capital Stable fund managers to reduce their asset allocation to Australian equities when the sharemarket is in decline and dividend yields are increasing. Presumably this differential response to the dividend-based public information variable reflects the more cautious/conservative nature of Capital Stable managers.
For International Equities the pattern mimics the counterpart case for Balanced and Growth funds -only the coefficient on Zdivy is positive and significant (this time only at the 10% level), again suggesting an increased allocation to foreign equity when the domestic market is in decline. In the case of Australian Fixed Interest, only the coefficient on Ztnote is positive and significant at the 1% level. This suggests that asset allocation to domestic fixed interest increases with higher short-term interest rates.
For the remaining asset classes very little evidence is forthcoming that Capital Stable fund managers base asset allocation decisions on this set of economic variables. Arguably, this reflects that for Overseas Fixed Interest; Listed Property and Cash, the conservative nature of this type of manager sees them adopting some type of 'immunity' strategy on asset allocation with regard to economic conditions.
Summary and Conclusion
This paper provides both an original and comprehensive analysis of tactical asset allocation abilities and strategies employed by Australian investment managers who invest assets across multiple asset classes. Consistent with the literature concerning U.S. and U.K. funds investing in multiple asset classes, the strategic asset allocation adopted by superannuation funds represents the single most important determinant of portfolio returns. We analyse the behaviour of Balanced, Growth and Capital Stable fund managers with regard to their asset allocation activity across defensive (cash, domestic bonds, overseas bonds) and growth (domestic equities, international equities, property) asset classes, over the period 1990 to 2001.
It is worthy of emphasis that the literature on dynamic asset allocation decisions made by portfolio managers is generally sparse and largely non-existent outside the US. Such a research void exists due to limited access by researchers to the data necessary for such a study. Our ability to gain authorized access to such data from a proprietary source ensures that our study enhances a very exclusive literature on the global stage. Moreover, a unique feature of our study that warrants strong emphasis is the superiority (relative to Blake et al., 1999) of the strategic benchmark for 'normal' returns that we employ, since our database provides actual fund information regarding this strategic benchmark. Such a direct measure of the benchmark weights contrasts the indirect approximations used by Blake et al. (1999) , thereby providing us with a much cleaner experimental framework for assessing the tactical asset allocation performance of our sample. This feature of our study constitutes a major advance in this literature.
Overall, our evidence suggests that active managers have been unable to deliver investors with superior returns through tactical asset allocation. While the most successful asset class, domestic equities, has been value enhancing, international shares and domestic fixed interest have generally detracted value. Finally, across all asset classes examined, our findings suggest that in terms of factors that might influence changes in asset allocations over time, domestic equities is most influenced by public economic information variables, with short-term interest rates, the term structure and dividend yields all having a significant explanatory role.
Given the inability of managers to add value through tactical asset allocation, this leads researchers to speculate as to the reasons why dynamic asset mix strategies detract from aggregate portfolio returns. Blake et al. (1999) postulate that in the UK the evidence might be explained due to the overall structure of the pension fund industry, including competition levels amongst investment providers, trustee governance, as well incentive arrangements in existence in the market. Given the empirical evidence, the debate will continue to be waged regarding the role of dynamic asset allocation strategies, and whether Plan sponsors should maintain static asset class exposures in line with their strategic benchmarks. Future research should examine why tactical asset allocation has failed to deliver superior returns above strategic benchmark weights. Indeed, the extent to which portfolio construction is a significant determinant should be empirically examined, such that a comparison can be made between portfolios which exercise a 'top-down' approach to asset allocation relative to 'bottom-up' portfolio construction. How the investment manager ultimately achieves the fund's aggregate asset mix, coupled with the research and investment process executed by chief investment officers represents important avenues for future research. 
